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STATEMENT OF CASE 
The motives must be questioned of a mother who would deliberately 
deprive her child of the child's natural loving father, his life and families. 
Plaintiff would place her child in a situation where she has no connection 
to her natural father, to pretend I'm completely irrelevant in mv daughters' life. 
It's not about what Plaintiff wants, it's about what's best for the child. 
I appreciate the Court's patience, and trust in their legal wisdom. 
I pray that your Honor's will see through this foundationless, meritless, frivolous, 
time-wasting, expensive charade, for what it really is, a subterfuge to justice, 
against the best interests of my innocent nine-year-old daughter. This has 
effectively allowed Plaintiff to thumb her nose at the legal system ,and the very 
well thought out ruling by The Honorable Judge Steven Hansen, and get away with 
her circumvention of the intent of the law, and what's right for her own daughter 
for an additional year since heard and adjudicated on in court. 
I feel that your court has the opportunity and duty to stifle the Plaintiff's 
ongoing manipulation of the legal system. In collusion with her present counsel 
Mark Stringer, and previous practitioners that lost their licenses, Richard 
Johnson, and Gary Anderson, Plaintiff has wasted thousands of dollars, mine, her 
families, and various courts, that could have better been spent other ways, such as 
a college fund for Stephanie. She has also wasted many hours of court time and 
their resources, fueled by her and her husbands hundred-thousand dollar plus 
yearly salaries. She treats these court proceedings as an ongoing hobby, and as on 
the job training aiding her current law degree pursuits. During the lower court 
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testimony and in Plaintiffs proposed Findings of Facts there were many gross 
distortions of the truth and attempts to deceive the court. 
There are many more deceptive phrasings and misrepresentations in 
Plaintiffs present brief, designed to fool and mislead any readers who are 
unfamiliar with, or who are unable to research, or haven't witnessed the case's 
full history or it's participants. 
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I. The Trial Court Correctly Distingushed Present Case From 
Hamby vs. Jacobson 
A. The father in Hamby case had an undesirable reputation in his small town 
and had a history of verbal and physical abuse, in contrast to myself, 
Defendant. 
1. Quoting from Judge Hansen's Conclusions of Law, #5, Paragraph 
3, "While the father of the children in Hamby was abusive and 
an embarrassment to his children, the father in the present case is 
loving, caring and respectable. There is nothing in his character or 
behavior which would cause embarrassment to his child if she 
continues to go by the surname Christensen." 
2. Quoting from Judge Greenwoods opinion reguarding Hamby 
case, "The 2 children in the Hamby case were born out of wedlock. 
There was testimony from Hamby indicating Jacobson was verbally 
and physically abusive to the minor child during their marriage, 
that he was often drunk and had a reputation in their small town as 
a fighter and a drinker. In addition Hamby's testimony stated that 
Jacobson had hit Kelly with a board causing loss of upward motion 
in his left eye. With these parties divorce the court ordered Kelly 
to remain his birth name of Kelly Lynn Hamby." 
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B. Hamby case contained scant live testimony or evaluation of witnesses by 
Judge Harding, who, newly assigned to the case, was in the disadvantaged 
position, of trying the case by proffers of evidence after he had determined 
that the principal issue was a matter of law. 
1. Quoting from the bench of Utah State Court of Appeals 
concerning decision on Hamby case. 
"The bench concurs, "that lip service to the best interests of the 
child should not be used as a subterfuge to nevertheless perpetuate 
the parental preference." furthur, "that ascertaining the best 
interests of the child is a factual, not legal, determination."" 
2. The State Appellate Court Bench then cited from the case 
Smith v Smith, 726 P. 2d 423, 425 (Utah 1986) that "the proper 
adjudication of custody matters "is highly dependent upon personal 
equations which the trial court is in an advantaged position to 
appraise."" 
3. Further citing from Alexander v Alexander 737 P. 2d 221, 223 
(Utah 1987) "the court noted that, "the task of determining the best 
interests of the child in a custody dispute is for the trial judge, who 
has the opportunity to personally observe and evaluate the 
witnesses."" 
4. Further from Hamby v Jacobsen, "no assessment of witness 
credibility occurred below" further, "We also note that in cases 
involvine the best interests of the child, demeanor and credibility 
of witnesses is particularly critical." 
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C. Mrs. Hamby had presented evidence that she didn't intend to change her 
surname even if remarried in the future. 
1. Quoting further from Hamby, factual and procedural background 
*280, "The uncontroverted evidence indicated that Hamby did not 
intend to change her surname even if remarried," However, in the 
present case, even though the Plaintiff has been divorced from me 
since May 1990, (and was already remarried to Mr. Brubaker 
(illegally) since October 1989), Of the two legal records that I am 
aware of her having a name assigned to them; her U.S. West 
Communications home phone service, and her enrollment at B.Y.U.s, 
J. Rueben Clark Law School, both are under the name of Pattie 
Christensen, both having been initiated in 1995. No other court 
documents or evidence have been presented stating she would in 
the future be using the surname Brubaker. Should Plaintiff and Mr. 
Brubaker divorce at some time in the future, (they separated for 
over one month in 1995). Mr. Brubaker would have no legal child 
support or visitation, no ties to Stephanie legally at all. If Stephanie 
were then stuck with his name this would cause many social 
problems for her. 
2. From Judge Hansen's Conclusions of Law #20 citing from Omelson 
445 N.E. 2d at 957, "it is just as likely a child will be teased about a 
different name when visiting her father, or if her mother later died 
or divorced the man whose last name the child has taken." 
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a. It seems absolutely ludicrous that plaintiff should go to 
this much effort and expense and time, (mine, hers, your 
court, and other courts) to continue to pursue this ridiculous 
charade of changing my daughters name to her present 
husbands when, she doesn't even use the name herself! 
She, plaintiff, still goes by my surname of Christensen. 
D. Hamby case was decided by Judge Harding as a matter of law, in 
contrast to present case. 
1. In reversing Judge Harding's decision the Utah State Court of 
Appeals determined that, "ascertaining the best interests of a child 
is a factual, not a legal, determination." 
2. In Hamby case, Judge Harding was in the disadvantaged postition 
of deciding the case with, "scant live testimony, and most of it 
occured before Judge Bullock, who did not ultimately decide the 
issue." 
3. Contrasting this case, where there was much live testimony and 
evaluation of witnesses, their credibility and demeanor. 
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II. It is not in Stephanie's best interest to change her surname, the motivation 
stems from a selfish mother attempting to further diminish my daughter's 
relationship with me. 
A. Quoting from Mark v Kahn 333 Mass 517 NE. 2d 758 (1956) 
"(a) Children ought not to have another name foisted upon them until they 
reach an age when they are capable of making * an intelligent choice in the 
matter of a name. 
(b) The bond between a divorced father and his children is tenuous at best 
and if their name is changed the bond may be weakened if not destroyed: 
and the name under which a child is registered in school goes far to effect 
a name change." 
(d) A change of name may not be in the child's best interest if the effect of 
such change is to contribute to a further estrangement of the child from a 
father who exhibits a desire to preserve a parental relationship." 
B. Quoting Judge Hansen's Conclusions of Law #24 
"24. In determining whether a change of name is in the best interest of a 
child it is well to consider whether the interests of others are being sought 
to be served by the proceeding. In Re Marriage of Omelson. 445 N.E.2d at 
955. Although the interest of a mother and child will frequently coincide, 
they can frequently diverge. When a name change is at issue the custodial 
mother's interest is potentially adverse to the best interest of the child. 
Care must be taken to assure that the mother's interests do not dictate the 
termination of the child's best interest." 
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III. Is Plaintiff, in collusion with her present husband and their attorney trying 
to alienate and estrange my daughter from me, against this child's best interests? 
A. Plaintiff intentionally didn't notify me of Stephanie's baptism, Tr. page 
95 also page 88. 
1. Plaintiff didn't want me to find out that she was going to baptize 
Stephanie with a name other than her own legal name. 
2. Plaintiff was exemplifying her continued disreguard of any respect 
or acknowledgement of my rights as Stephanie's natural father. 
3. Quoting from Judge Hansen's Findings of Fact #23 
"23. Plaintiff has failed to apprise Defendant of important events 
in the child's life about which the natural father should have been 
informed." 
B. Joseph Brubaker, under oath, admits he doesn't recognize me as her 
natural father, when asked his feeling about Stephanie at trial, his 
response, "She is my daughter and I treat her as such" Tr. page 99 
C. Tr. page 43 lines 4-11 Stephanie had learned to spell the name Brubaker 
because her mommy told her to when she was 3 or 4 years old . Also Tr. 
page 45 lines 22-24. 
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D. Tr. page 18 lines 6-11 Plaintiff admits to encouraging Stephanie to call 
me the pet name of "Sweety Pie" by using it exclusively among their entire 
family and not using the appropriate title of Stephanie's father in reference 
to me 
1. Judge Hansen's Fact #24. "as Plaintiff testified, she and her 
immediate family refer to Defendant as "Sweetie Pie" instead of 
Stephanie's father." 
2. From Judge Hansen's Conclusions of Law #13, "Plaintiff's efforts to 
weaken the bond through continual interferance with visitation, the 
family's minimizing Defendant's role in Stephanie's life, and by, 
some could argue, a derogatory reference to him as "sweetie pie" 
instead of as Stephanie's father." 
3. TR. pages 84-85 Plaintiff and her husband have encouraged 
Stephanie to call Mr. Brubaker "daddy," in efforts to alienate her 
from her real father and decieve her as to who her natural father is. 
E Plaintiff has moved 10 times, living in 11 different locations in 4 
different States since our separation in 1988. Tr. page 77 lines 12-23. 
1. Locations being, from separation until present: L. Villa Maria 
Apartments, Provo 2^182 West 920 South, Provo 3. Aggie Village 
Apartments, Logan, Utah 4. Oklahoma City (apartments) 
^Apartments in Longmont, Colorado (about 2 weeks) 6. Joseph 
Brubaker's residence in Longmont, Colorado (prior to their 
marriage) 7. Mcintosh Drive in Longmont, Colorado fL Hilliard, 
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Florida 9. Clifton Forge Road in Jacksonville, Florida KX Broward 
Road in Jacksonville, Florida XL Present location in Sandy, Utah. 
1. From Judge Hansen's Findings #15 "Defendant has repeatedly 
encountered substantial difficulty in exercising his visitation rights 
with the parties' minor child, due in part to the distance between 
the parties and in part to Plaintiffs frequent moves and her 
reluctance to abide by the visitation schedule and to bear some of 
the travel costs as ordered by the court." 
F. Plaintiff has not provided me with forwarding addresses or phone 
numbers regularly when she has moved, or in a timely manner even after 
arriving at her new location. Tr. page 78. 
1. From Judge Hansens Fact #18., "In August of 1993, Defendant 
obtained a judgment against Plaintiff for Plaintiffs contempt in 
preventing Defendant's visitation the remainder of the summer, 
which was only one (1) week, and to pay visitation costs and 
attorney's fees. Defendant exercised his visitation for that remaining 
week." 
a. This visitation should have been the court ordered 6 week 
summer visitation, attorneys fees were not recovered until 
the January 1996 stipulated agreement was reached. 
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G. This has absolutely caused difficulty with visitation and has caused me 
to miss visitation. Tr. page 78 
1. From Judge Hansen's Fact #16 " Defendant has frequently had to 
bring legal proceedings to protect and enforce his visitation rights." 
H. Plaintiff fraudulently claimed in court documents in the State of 
Colorado not to know my whereabouts in efforts to illegally change my 
daughters' name, sliding it under the rug, so to speak, without my 
knowledge. Tr. pages 21-31. 
1. From Tr. page 21 lines 17-22 quoting from Plaintiffs documents 
filed in Colorado Court, "natural father Daniel R. Christensen cannot 
be located. He has failed to pay child support since the time of the 
divorce and efforts to locate him . . . have been unsuccessful" 
2. Quoting from Judge Hansen's Findings of Fact #25-30 
"25. Defendant only recently became aware that in July of 1991 
Plaintiff had retained counsel in Colorado in an unsuccessful 
attempt to change Stephanie's legal name to Brubaker. Plaintiff's 
attorney filed the name change action in Colorado, and Plaintiff 
claimed by affidavit that she was unable to locate Defendant. 
26. On cross examination, Plaintiff testified that at the time she filed 
in Colorado, the parties were "continually" involved in litigation in 
the State of Utah. The record indicates that each party had one or 
more Order to Show Cause pending at that time. 
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27. In her Colorado petition, Plaintiff alleged that the natural father 
could not be located, had failed to pay child support, and had not 
responded to Plaintiffs efforts to collect that support, and that 
Plaintiff had remarried, and that she and her new husband desired 
the child to share their last name. 
28. According to Plaintiff's testimony at hearing, she never 
approached Defendant's counsel in Utah about accepting service or 
contacting the Defendant concerning the name change issue, nor 
did she specifically tell her attorney in Colorado that litigation was 
pending in another jurisdiction. She believed however, that her 
attorney in Colorado knew of the litigation in Utah. 
29.PIaintiff was also aware that Defendant had family in Utah who 
would know how to contact him. 
30. Defendant received no notice of any Petition filed in the State of 
Colorado or anywhere else in reference to the change of the 
surname of the party's minor child. Defendant first learned of the 
Colorado action during the pretrial hearing held in this court on 
January 12, 1996, pursuant to a conversation with Plaintiff at that 
time." 
I. Plaintiff claimed in the past, in court documents, that Defendant 
had not paid child support. When in fact, certain credits were not 
given to him for child support which he had paid. Tr. pages 28-29. 
15 
J. Plaintiff discourages all contact by Stephanie with her natural 
paternal relatives including my Mother and Stepfather. She never 
sees them, or is encouraged, or allowed, to communicate with them 
at any time except when she comes to Springville with me. Tr. page 81. 
1. From Judge Hansens Facts #43. "Plaintiff wishes to change the 
surname of the parties' minor child to that of her current husband. 
She has both physically and emotionally distanced Stephanie from 
Defendant in an effort to include her in Plaintiffs present family 
unit to the exclusion of Defendant." 
K. The Plaintiff has taught this child to write the name Brubaker in efforts 
to alienate my daughter from me. TR. pages 83-84 also Tr., page 43. 
1. From Judge Hansens Facts "48.. . . Plaintiff has represented to the 
court that the child desires to be known by the name Brubaker, the 
court finds that this desire, if true, has been fostered largely by 
Plaintiffs encouraging the child to write and use that name, since 
the child is of such tender years that she has little independent 
judgment in this matter." 
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Plaintiff had never reimbursed me for half of any costs that IVe spent 
for travel involved with visitation, until the stipulated agreement that was 
arrived at by reducing a portion of those travel costs. Tr. page 68. 
1. From Judge Hansen's Facts #33 "The Stipulation entered into by the 
parties in January 1996, represents the child support arrearage 
accrued during the time the Defendant's Petition to Modify was 
pending, as well as a credit to the Defendant for travel expenses, 
and attorney's fees awarded to him in previous actions." 
Plaintiff has encouraged Stephanie to refer to Mr. Brubaker as Dad since 
July 1989 when she first met him, according to her own testimony. Tr. 
page 17 lines 18-22. 
Is Plaintiff being truthful to the court in her statement under oath Tr. 
page 11 lines 11-17 that to the best of her knowledge, the name change 
had legally been granted by the Colorado Court in 1991 simply because a 
petition requesting same had been filed? (with fraudulent documents 
stating I couldn't be located). Tr. page 21 lines 16-22. 
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O. Is Plaintiff concertedly continuing her efforts to alienate my daughter 
and myself from one another? 
1. Quoting from Judge Hansen's Conclusions of Law, #25 
"25. A. Plaintiff has been held in contempt by previous judges in this 
case for interference with Defendants visitation. . . . 
C. Plaintiff has attempted to change the name of the child without 
due notice to Defendant. 
D. Plaintiff has repeatedly downplayed the role of the natural father 
in her childs life, refering to him as "Sweetie Pie", at least tacitly 
discouraging Stephanie from using her fathers surname, and 
denying visitation on such grounds as it would interfere with the 
childs home schooling or would be inconvenient to Plaintiff at the 
time. 
These actions cause the Court to question whether Plaintiff 
has placed her own interests over the best interests of the parties' 
daughter in seeking to change Stephanie's last name from 
Christensen to Brubaker... 
. . . While a mother may petition for a name change for a variety of 
reasons, which may include punishing the ex-husband and father, 
proving her endearing devotion to her new husband, showing her 
new husband all ties to her former marriage are broken, presenting 
to the community a facade of a unitary family, or to hiding the fact 
that the mother has previously been through a divorce, all of these 
reasons serve the interests of the mother. . . . 
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. . . Plaintiffs unwillingness to foster a relationship between the 
Defendant and the parties' minor child and her encouraging the 
child's use of the surname "Brubaker" indicate a concerted attempt 
to diminish the child's relationship with the Defendant. 
. . . Plaintiff has at least tacitly encouraged the child to disregard 
her natural father. 
The court concludes that Plaintiff, in filing the petition to change 
the child's surname, has been motivated by her own interests and 
has not considered, foremost, what would ultimately be in the best 
interests of her daughter." 
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IV. Plaintiff has a history of misrepresentations and other illegal and unethical 
behavior to various Courts and other authorities concerning this case. 
A. Plaintiff misrepresented, under oath, to Judge Hansen's Court 
concerning the regularity and currency of Defendant's child support 
payments. 
1. Quoting from Judge Hansen's Findings of Facts, Page 5, #31-33. 
"31. Plaintiff claims that Defendant is not current on his child 
support, however, a review of the judgements entered in the history 
of this case indicate that the Defendant has paid his child support 
regularly since the time of the divorce and that all judgements 
entered in this case are for sums due for the temporary child 
support and alimony during the separation of the parties and the 
difference in child support amounts accrued during the pendency of 
Defendant's Petition to Modify, plus interest. 
32. Defendant believed that the previous judgements entered in 
this case had been paid by the funds held in escrow from the sale of 
the marital home, as only Plaintiff had access to the escrow account. 
33. The Stipulation entered into by the parties in January, 1996, 
represents the child support accrued during the time the 
Defendant's Petition to Modify was pending, as well as a credit to 
Defendant for travel expenses and attorney's fees awarded to him in 
previous actions." 
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B. Plaintiff was married to Mr. Brubaker in October, 1989. She did not get 
finalization of the divorce from Defendant until May 17, 1990. Plaintiff was 
therefore illegaly married to two different parties simultaneously, during 
this time frame. 
1. Quoting from Judge Hansen's Findings of Fact, Page 2, #6-7. 
"6. The above named parties were divorced on May 17, 1990. 
Plaintiff married Joseph Brubaker in October, 1989. On May 24, 
1990, Plaintiff moved the Court to grant the divorce nunc pro tunc 
to June 26, 1989, a date before the date of her marriage to Joseph 
Brubaker. 
7. At the time of the divorce, the daughter of the parties, Stephanie 
Ann Christensen, was nearly two (2) years old." 
a. Stephanie was nearly three (3) years old on the date of May 
24, 1990, when Plaintiff moved court to grant nunc protunc 
divorce to June 26, 1989. 
b. Further quoting Judge Hansen's Findings of Fact, #10. 
"10. Chad Michael Brubaker, the son of Plaintiff and her 
husband Joseph Brubaker, was born July 12, 1990. . ." 
c. Chad Micheal Brubaker was born less than two (2) months 
after Plaintiff moved the Court to grant the divorce nunc pro 
tunc from Defendant. 
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C. Plaintiff misrepresented facts and dollar amounts to Fourth Judicial 
District Coun in 1991 in attempts to obtain more money from Defendant. 
1. From Transcript pages 28-29, begining page 28, line 3. 
Defendants Attorney Ms. Fowlke's Cross Examination of Plaintiff. 
"Q. Okay. Isn't it accurate that you have claimed in the past that 
Mr. Christensen has not paid child support when in fact certain 
credits were not given to him for child support which he had paid?" 
Continuing from Transcript page 28, line 20. 
"Q. Okay. And if you could please read for the Court the first 
sentence of #3. 
A. "The Court finds Plaintiff claimed additional delinquency and—" 
Continuing from page 29, line 5. 
"The Court finds the Defendant has admitted checks showing 
payments made to the Plaintiff". 
Oh, Pm sorry. 
"submitted checks showing payments made to the Plaintiff that were 
not taken into Plaintiffs calculation which warrant a $600 credit in 
arrearages". 
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D. Plaintiff and her husband, apparently, fraudulently directed Church 
Officials to use a name other than Stephanie's legal surname since birth, 
during Stephanie's baptism in 1995. Also, misleading School and Medical 
authorities as to her real, legal name. As the only legal document of 
Stephanie's name would be her birth certificate, stating her name as 
Stephanie Ann Christensen. 
1. Plaintiff intentionally didn't notify me of Stephanie's baptism 
because she intended to, and apparently did, baptize her with the name 
Brubaker. 
2. Taken from direct examination of Joseph Brubaker by Plaintiffs 
own attorney. 
Quoting from Transcript page 98, Lines 5-17 
"Q. Okay. Now Stephanie, Stephanie was baptized in August of '95. Is 
that correct? 
A. Correct. 
Q. And who baptized her? 
A. I did. 
Q, Okay. And under v/hat name was she baptized? 
A. Stephanie Brubaker. 
Q. And under what name is her medical care and medical records 
listed? 
A. Stephanie Brubaker." 
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E Plaintiff was very evasive and misrepresented, under oath 
concerning her understanding of whether her petition to change 
Stephanies' name, in Colorado Court, had been acted upon,or even heard 
by the Court, let alone, been granted. Transcript page 11, also pages 22-25 
1. Quoting from Transcript Page 24, lines 14-25 continuing on Page 
25, lines 1-11 (Plaintiff being questioned re 1991 Colorado action) 
"Q, You never checked back with Ms. Renthrow to see if an order 
had been filed in this matter or, or concluded? 
A. When I talked with her she was going to the courthouse on this 
matter. I was employed at the Federal Government, sensitive 
position, could not be released. The Court was aware of tha t -
Q, Uh-huh (indicating affirmatively). 
A. — to my knowledge. 
Q. So you never followed up with Ms. Renthrow on whether the 
order had been filed? 
A. Because she sent me that piece of paper for the school and the 
school accepted it and everyone-
Q Right. 
A. — and the insurance (inaudible, two speakers). 
Q, But this is a petition. Do you understand the difference between 
a petition and an order? 
A. Not at the time I did not. 
Q. Do you now? 
A. At this time I probably do." 
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a. I sincerely hope that Plaintiff "probably" knows the 
difference between a petition (request of the Court), and an 
Order by the Court, acting on that request. After almost eight 
years of almost "continual" litigation, and possessing a 
degree in accounting, and presently being enrolled in Law 
School at B.Y.IL, she is not the innocent layperson she was 
attempting to portray to Judge Hansen's Court at trial. 
F. Plaintiff presented fraudulent documents to Colorado Court in 1991 
stating that she knew not my whereabouts and that I hadn't paid child 
support. 
1. Quoting from Transcript Page 21, Lines 16-22 with Plaintiff 
reading directly from the document she filed in Colorado Court. 
"The minors child, minor child's natural father, Daniel R. 
Christensen, cannot be located. He has failed to pay child support 
since the time of the divorce and efforts to locate him and collect 
such child support have been unsuccessful." 
2. Quoting from Judge Hansen's Findings of Fact, numbers 
26-29 
"26. On cross-examination, Plaintiff testified that at the time she 
filed in Colorado, the parties were "continually" involved in 
litigation in The State of Utah. The record indicates that each party 
had one or more Order to Show Cause pending at that time. 
"27. In her Colorado petition, Plaintiff alleged that the natural 
father could not be located, had failed to pay child support, had not 
responded to Plaintiffs efforts to collect that support. . . 
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28. According to Plaintiffs testimony at hearing, she never 
approached Defendant's counsel in Utah about accepting service or 
contacting the Defendant concerning the name change issue, nor 
did she specifically tell her attorney in Colorado that litigation was 
pending in another jurisdiction. She believed, however, that her 
attorney in Colorado knew of the litigation in Utah. 
29. Plaintiff was also aware that Defendant had family in Utah who 
would know how to contact him." 
G. Plaintiff has, against Court Order denied visitation to Defendant in the 
past, by moving only days before visitation travel arangements were to be 
made, with full knowledge of the Court ordered visitation schedule, leaving 
no forwarding adress or phone number, costing Defendant most of 
court ordered six week summer visitation while tracking down Plaintiff. 
1. Quoting from Judge Hansen's Fact #18., "In August of 1993, 
Defendant obtained a judgment against Plaintiff for Plaintiff's 
contempt in preventing Defendant's visitation with the parties 
minor child. Plaintiff was ordered to provide the child for visitation 
the remainder of the summer, which was only one (1) week, and to 
pay visitation costs and attorney's fees. Defendant exercised his 
visitation for that remaining week." 
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2. Quoting from Judge Hansen's Conclusions of Law #25 
"25. Several actions by Plaintiff cast suspicion on her motives in 
seeking a name change for her child at this time: 
A. Plaintiff has moved frequently, but has not promptly provided 
Defendant her phone number and adress, which has interfered with 
Defendant's visitation with his daughter. Plaintiff has been held in 
contempt by previous judges in this case for interference with 
Defendant's visitation. 
B. Plaintiff has not, until recently, reimbursed Defendant for her 
half of the costs of travel for visitation that she was ordered to bear. 
C. Plaintiff has attempted to change the name of the child without 
due notice to Defendant." 
H. Plaintiff again denied visitation as ordered by the visitation schedule, 
in 1995 causing Defendant to once again request court assistance in 
enforcing Plaintiffs compliance to The Court's Order. 
1. Quoting from Judge Hansen's Findings of Fact #19. 
"19. Defendant's Order to Show Cause filed on December 1, 1995 
Also claimed that Plaintiff had again refused to make child available 
for visitation per the Decree in 1994. As part of the settlement of all 
issues in January 1996, the parties stipulated that Defendant should 
have make-up visitation this Easter, 1996." 
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2. Quoting Judge Hansen's Fact #15. 
"15. Defendant has repeatedly encountered substantial difficulty 
in excercising his visitation rights with the parties' minor child, due 
in part to the distance between the parties and in part to Plaintiffs 
frequent moves and her reluctance to abide by the visitation 
schedule and to bear some of the travel costs as ordered by the 
court." 
I. Although ordered by the Court to split travel expenses, Plaintiff had 
never reimbursed Defendant for the many travel dollars spent for 
Stephanie to travel from her various distant locales, such as Hilliard, 
or Jacksonville, Florida or her three different homes in Colorado to visit 
with me at my parent's home in Utah, or further, to my home in 
Washington State. Or for me to travel to any of these locations to visit there 
with Stephanie. 
1. Quoting Judge Hansen's Finding of Fact #21 
"21. Until credit for travel was given as part of a recent settlement, 
Plaintiff had never reimbursed Defendant for travel costs incurred 
in exercising visitation with the minor." Tr. Page 68 
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V. Plaintiff is continuing her theme of dishonesty in present appeal with 
intentionally false and misleading statements, to achieve her desired result of 
total alienation of my daughter and myself, "getting away with whatever is 
possible because there are little or no consequences if caught, and I may get away 
with it if not caught". 
A. Plaintiff is presently attempting to misrepresent to the Appellate Court 
that I, Defendant, defaulted, or was delinquent in paying off the three 
thousand dollar stipulated agreement that was reached in our January 
1996 pre-trial hearing. 
1. In Plaintiffs "Brief of Appellant" Page 8 paragraph 3, It is stated, 
"At the time of the trial, the Defendant was delinquent on his child 
support obligations, and the Plaintiff held an as yet uncollected 
Judgement for $3000 in back child support." 
a. This statement by Plaintiff attempts to purport that I, 
Defendant, was delinquent on my child support obligations, 
or that she has not collected it yet. When in fact, I had paid 
every month and was current on this. The three thousand 
dollar stipulated agreement was reached on the same day as 
the Hearing. 
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1. Quoting Judge Hansen's Findings of Fact #31-33. 
"31. Plaintiff claims that Defendant is not current on his child support 
however, a review of the judgements entered in the history of the case 
indicate that the Defendant has paid his child support regularly since the 
time of the divorce and that all judgements entered in this case are for 
sums due for the temporary child support and alimony during the 
separation of the parties and the difference in child support ammounts 
accrued during the pendency of Defendant's petition to Modify, plus 
interest." 
32. Defendant believed that the previous judgements entered in this case 
had been paid iby the funds held in escrow from the sale of the marital 
home, as only Plaintiff had access to the escrow account. 
33. The Stipulation entered into by the parties in January, 1996, represents 
the child support arrearage accrued during the time the Defendant's 
Petition to Modify was pending, as well as a credit to Defendant for travel 
expenses and attorney's fees awarded to him in previous actions." 
b. Quoting from Transcript, page 54 lines 24-25, with 
Defendant being questioned by Plaintiffs attorney, "Q. And 
you've agreed to a judgement of $3,000 today. 
c. This amount was paid off within the agreed upon ninety 
day time frame. Plaintiff and her attorney are both well 
aware of this fact, because it went directly from my attorney 
to her attorney. (I suspect it stayed with her attorney, and is 
what financed her initiation of present appeal.) 
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B. Plaintiff, in the title page of her Appellant's Brief before present Court 
has very misleading and deceptive phrasing, implying that minor child 
(Stephanie), has actually used the surname shared with her present (step) 
family for seven years. 
1. As stated earlier Plaintiff doesn't even use the surname Brubaker 
herself. So this surname is not "shared" with her. Plaintiff uses the 
surname of Christensen on her U.S. West home phone service, and 
also in her second year enrollment at B.Y.U.'s J. Reuben Clark Law 
School, as well as many of her Court documents the past few years. 
Both of these "legal" usages of the name "Pattie Christensen", were 
initiated in the summer or fall of 1995 when the Plaintiff moved to 
her present residence in Sandy, Utah. 
a. 1 would be interested to know why Plaintiff still uses my 
surname, and if she uses it on all her legal documents, such 
as Tax Returns., Employment, Drivers license, Social Security 
etc. 
2. This statement also attempts to put forth the idea that Stephanie 
has actually used the name Brubaker for seven years, This would 
calculate out that Stephanie used the surname, almost or actually, 
before her mother even knew Mr. Brubaker. 
a. Quoting from Judge Hansen's Findings of Fact #8, 
. . . "There is no provision in the Divorce Decree allowing 
Plaintiff to change the surname of the parties' minor child." 
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b. Quoting Judge Hansen's Conclusions of Law #15-18 
"15. The evidence is unclear as to how long the Plaintiff has been using the 
name "Stephanie Brubaker" for the minor child of the parties, Stephanie 
Ann Christensen. Plaintiff claims the church and school records are in the 
name of "Stephanie Brubaker." However, the parties' minor child has been 
in private school until six months ago when the parties moved back to 
Utah. 
16. For the initial years of Stephanie's young life she went by Christensen. 
17. Defendant has always referred to the child as "Stephanie Christensen" 
and has conducted all business for the child in that name. 
18. The Plaintiff has moved at least (4) four times in the years since the 
divorce and has only been in the present community since the summer of 
1995. Therefore, even if the Plaintiff has been using the name of 'Stephanie 
Brubaker." it is only relevant in this community since the summer of 
1995." 
c. When this matter was heard in Court, Stephanie had only 
lived in Sandy, Utah (where she presently lives) for a few 
months. 
d. Stephanie enrolled in the fourth grade in public school in 
Sandy Utah, shortly after moving there, in late August or 
early September of 1995. 
e. Stephanie was educated for at least her entire 2 schooling 
years of the second and third grade, entirely through home 
school courses taught to her by her mother at their different 
homes in the state of Florida. 
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C. Plaintiff is attempting to put forth the idea that I have known of 
Stephanie's supposed "name change" in Colorado Court in 1991, for a long 
period of time. As with many of Plaintiff's other fantastic claims, this one 
bears little relation to reality. 
1. I first learned of a supposed name change action in Colorado, 
at the pre-trial hearing about a week before trial in January of 1995. 
Plaintiff told me of supposed "name change" and I was livid. Plaintiff 
and her attorney, then went scurrying for supposed "proof", to be 
shown to myself and my attorney at the trial. 
a. naturally no "proof" was obtained, as there actually was no 
proof, because no court action was ever completed in 
Colorado, although it apparently was initiated by Plaintiff, 
using fraudulent documents stating I couldn't be located, 
hadn't paid child support since the time of divorce etc. 
b. Please read Tr. pages 75-76 
c. Quoting from Judge Hansen's Findings of Fact #s 25 and 30 
"25. Defendant only recently became aware that in July of 1991 Plaintiff 
had retained counsel in an unsuccessful attempt to change Stephanie's 
legal name to Brubaker. Plaintiff's attorney filed the name change action in 
Colorado, and plaintiff claimed",. . . fraudulently. .., "by affidavit that she 
was unable to locate Defendant.. . . 
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. . . 30. Defendant received no notice of any Petition filed in the State of 
Colorado or anywhere else in reference to the change of the surname of the 
parties' minor child. Defendant first learned of the Colorado action during 
the pretrial hearing held in this Court on January 12, 1996, pursuant to a 
conversation with Plaintiff at that time.^ 
D. By making this present appeal Plaintiff is effectively getting away with 
her defiance of, compliance to, Judge Hansen's Order. This appeal has 
allowed her to continue to exemplify her disrespect of and contempt for 
the legal system. 
l.When I questioned Plaintiff about why she was appealing such a 
sound decision, overwhelmingly decided in my favor, her reply 
was that there had been a recent case that was proved to be 
dispositive of this one, and overturned. 
a. Once again a lie from Plaintiff, as her appeal cites no such 
case. 
2. The whole reason for this appeal is to gain more credence to her 
argument of "time of alleged name change used" in that it now has 
been longer that she has illegally used a name other than 
Stephanie's legal name, attempting to "retry" the case. 
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SUMMARY 
Plaintiff, conspiring with her husband, and various attorneys, have 
repeatedly presented lies and misrepresented facts to various courts and myself, 
including present court, and Judge Hansen's court, in efforts to further alienate 
and estrange my daughter Stephanie and myself from one another. 
This present appeal has allowed her to continue with these shenanigans, by 
continuing to defy Judge Hansen's Order and exemplifying her continued 
contempt of the legal system by further manipulation of it, with this time delaying 
tactic. 
I submit that this present appeal was without merit and asserted in bad 
faith, effectively allowing Plaintiff to skirt the law, and the intent of the law, 
concerning the best interests of my daughter Stephanie, by stalling Plaintiff's 
compliance with Judge Hansen's order for over an additional year now since the 
matter was heard in court. 
Concerted efforts have been made by Plaintiff to create the impression that 
my daughters' stepfather is her natural father, even to Stephanie. Plaintiff has 
illegally and fraudulently instructed school and church authorities to use a 
surname other than Stephanie's legal surname. Plaintiff's actions are part of a well 
calculated plan intended to alienate this innocent child from her natural loving 
father, and all his families, and all other ties to him. 
Quoting from Judge Hansen's Conclusions of Law page 16, "Plaintiff has, in 
the past, attempted to manipulate or circumvent the legal system by unilaterally 
changing the name of the parties' child." 
This is just a further step in Plaintiff's persistent ongoing efforts to 
circumvent justice and forward her own selfish desires. 
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I would like to Appeal to the Court for some relief from Plaintiffs 
relentless, unbridled, selfish ambitions. The minor fines and slaps on the wrist she 
has received in the past have done little to discourage her, in her effective quest 
to "spirit" my daughter away from me. 
If Plaintiff could not adopt Stephanie away from me legally, then she 
determined to effectively "brainwash" an innocent child into not realizing her 
natural father's love, discouraging and disreguarding contact with him or his 
families or life. 
Disreguarding laws, Court Orders, ethics, morals, or most importantly the 
best interests of her own daughter. Plaintiff has chosen to decide for Stephanie 
that somehow, she does not need her natural father. 
Stephanie is not, Plaintiffs property, to do what she pleases with, she is an 
individual with individual rights, independant from her mothers. Stephanie has a 
heritage of her own that only half, stems from her mother. Plaintiff has tried to 
pretend, and portray to an innocent child's mind, that the child's paternal side of 
the family, is irrelevant to Stephanie's life. 
Quoting from Judge Hansen's Findings of Fact #43,45,46, and 48 
"43. Plaintiff wishes to change the surname of the parties' minor child to that of 
her current husband. She has both physically and emotionally distanced 
Stephanie from Defendant in an effort to include her in Plaintiff's present family 
unit to the exclusion of Defendant. 
45. Plaintiff has on more than one occasion asked Defendant if he would allow 
their minor child to be adopted by Plaintiff's current husband, and Defendant has 
consistently refused. 
46. Plaintiff has referred to the judgements against the Defendant in 
encouraging him to agree to the adoption of Stephanie by Mr. Brubaker. . . . 
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. . . 48. The minor child of the parties, Stephanie Ann Christensen, is now eight 
(8) years old. Although Plaintiff has represented to the Court that the child 
desires to be known by the name Brubaker, the court finds that this desire, if true, 
has been fostered largely by Plaintiff's encouraging the child to write and use the 
name, since the child is of such tender years that she has little independant 
judgement in this matter." 
I have spent exhaustive hours and money in fighting to enforce visitation 
and other ties with my only child. I can no longer afford to hire an attorney to 
assist my efforts. I plead with the Court to help me maintain the ties that I still 
have with my daughter. 
I am requesting that the Court award me fees for all the hours, and 
computer time and other expenses incurred. Or, in the alternative, the amount 
that my attorney needed to have, and I gladly would have paid, a ($2,000.00) two 
thousand dollar retainer, had I been able to afford it. 
This will not recompensate what damage Plaintiff has incurred. If the Court 
can determine some other meaningful, appropriate penalties, that may do any 
good in detering Plaintiff from her relentless, with blatant disreguard of authority, 
rules, Court Orders etc., pursuit of her selfish ambitions, then I respectfully 
request these as well. 
Sincerely, 
Daniel R. Christensen 
Defendant and Appellee 
